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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant, Wheel er Robi nson, appeal s fromthe district court's
order denying relief on his 42 U S C. 8§ 1983 (1988) civil com
plaint. W have reviewed the record and the district court's
opinion, and find no reversible error. Robinson clainms that the
Def endants conspired to intimdate himand failed to protect him
froman assault by an unknown nasked nman. On these clains, we af-

firmon the reasoning of the district court. Wllians v. Jednorski,

No. CA-95-383-AMD (D. Md. Dec. 18, 1995). Additionally, Robinson
clainms he was unconstitutionally exposed to asbestos and over-
crowded prison conditions.

These cl ains were di sm ssed wi thout prejudice to hisright to
refile the clains in a separate action because of his failure to
assert these clainms in his original conplaint. This court nmay exer -
cisejurisdictiononly over final orders, and certaininterlocutory
and col | ateral orders.' Because Robi nson may be abl e to amend t hese
clai ns, the di sm ssal Robi nson seeks to appeal is not an appeal abl e
final order.? W dismiss the appeal as to these clains.

Addi tional |y, we deny Robi nson's noti on to appoi nt counsel. W

di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions

1 28 U.S.C. § 1292 (1988); FED. R Qv. P. 54(b).

2 See Domi no Sugar Corp. v. Sugar Wrkers Local Union 392, 10
F.3d 1064 (4th Cr. 1993).




are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RMED I N PART, DI SM SSED | N PART




